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Response to Letter 8 
 

MATS MATS AREA COALITION (March 27, 2002) 
 
 
 
1. Because of the physical and tide limitations of the barge loading area, the proposal does 

not change the maximum loading/unloading capacity of four barges per day.  Please 
refer to the Transportation section of this Final EIS for additional discussion on barge 
traffic under the Proposed Action. 

 
2. Some marine seepage is expected in all Phases (1 through 7) from the mine walls that 

extend below sea level.  As indicated in the Groundwater section and Appendix I of this 
Final EIS, additional marine seepage into the mine area is a potential impact primarily to 
mine dewatering operations.  

 
3. Comment acknowledged.  Because the interior of the pit would be mined, localized rock 

wedge failures do not represent critical headwall failures, beyond ensuring sufficient 
awareness to protect workers.  Therefore stability analysis of the interior wedge failures 
is not required to assess feasibility of the proposed mining permit.    

 
4. In the intent and the context of the two cited statements, the mining activities at the 

Quarry and the reclamation activities at the Quarry are two separate sources of fugitive 
dust.   

 
The first cited statement refers strictly to the facility’s mining operations such as blasting, 
crushing, and drilling.  The magnitude of the dust impacts associated with these 
activities would remain constant with or without the Proposed Action; the mining 
practices and rates at the Mats Mats Quarry would not change as a result of the 
Proposed Action.  
 
The cited statement in the Draft EIS addressing the fugitive dust impacts associated with 
the reclamation process acknowledged that additional fugitive dust would be generated 
during the reclamation process. 
 
Also, the modeling analysis examined the scenario of full operation of the mining and 
processing areas concurrent with full reclamation activities.  Because the amount of 
equipment would not be increased to accommodate simultaneous reclamation and 
active mining, these activities would not typically occur simultaneously, or they would 
operate at lower levels of activity when both mining and reclamation do occur 
simultaneously.  This indicates that the assumption of concurrent full mining and full 
reclamation activities used in the air quality analysis is conservative. 

 
5. The termed developed referred to mined and reclaimed area.  Storm water management 

for mining operations is typically a dynamic process.  During phased mining and 
reclamation, replacement storm water ponds, consistent with NPDES conditions and 
standards, would be provided to control and treat storm water prior to mining in areas 
that would result in the elimination of a storm water pond.  Please also refer to Response 
to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Coalition, March 7), comment 3. 
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6. Pleas refer to Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), comment 41 for a discussion on 
groundwater hydrology. 

 
7. The maximum sound levels are generally due to very short-term events that may be the 

result of bangs, bumps, alarms, etc.  If the nature or location of the activities or 
equipment were not expected to change, then the maximum sound levels would not be 
expected to increase.  The Proposed Action would not require more equipment than 
currently exists.  Therefore, typical sound levels (maximum and average) would be 
anticipated to decrease with the Proposed Action due to equipment going deeper into 
the pit creating taller topographical barriers between the sources and receivers. 

 
8. At the time of Draft EIS issuance, the Department of Labor & Industry was in process of 

re-writing Washington State Standards (WAC 296-52) governing blasting.  These are the 
proposed blasting standards referred to in the quoted text.  The proponent (Glacier NW) 
has proposed to design each blast using a scaled distance of 70, which goes further 
than required in both the original and new State Standards in limiting blast vibrations. 

 
9. Please refer to Response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Area Coalition – March 7), comment 

116. 
 
10. Comment acknowledged.  The number of truck and pieces of equipment on the site is 

not proposed to increase under the Proposed Action.  Please refer to Response to Letter 
4 (Jefferson County), comment 56. 

 
11. Clean soils for reclamation have been historically imported by barge and stockpiled on 

the site.  Please refer to Response to Letter 1 (Department of Ecology), comment 1 and 
Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), comment 7. 

 
12. Please refer to the Transportation section of this Final EIS for detail on barge traffic 

under the Proposed Action. Please also refer to response to comment 1 of this letter. 
 
13. The clean-off area for ramp seating occurs at the off-site barge unloading area (i.e. the 

location where mined rock is unloaded).  Material clean-off is conducted in a manner 
where material does not reach the water.  Please refer to the Plants & Animals section of 
this Final EIS for detail on marine impacts under the proposal. 

 
14. Comment acknowledged.  The cited statement has been revised to read “surface water” 

rather than groundwater.  All surface water in the barge area is directed to an existing 
collecting sump for pumping into the S-2 storm water treatment system. 

 
15. The operators of mining operations normally require reasonable flexibility in determining 

which mitigation measures would be most effective, cost-efficient, and feasible from an 
operational standpoint.  Incorporating all of the potential mitigation measures may not be 
practicable or necessary for the operation to meet the applicable noise limits or to 
reduce impacts to off-site receivers. 

 
The intent of the cited measure is that sound level measurements would be conducted to 
verify that the 42” Jaw sound level does not exceed that of the 36” Jaw.  If the 42” Jaw 
sound level at the site boundary exceeded that of the 36” Jaw, measures to reduce the 
sound level will be implemented prior to full-time operation of the 42” Jaw.  The cited 
measures to reduce jaw noise were offered as examples of measures that could be 
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implemented to reduce noise from the 42” Jaw, if necessary, but there is a wide range of 
other measures that could also be used to reduce noise levels. 

 
16. The Mats Mats Quarry contains limited lighting fixtures.  The quarry lighting is limited 

fixtures in and around the shop area and barge loading area.  Lighting is primarily used 
for maintenance, security and occasional barge loading. 

 
17. The state has marine water quality standards which pertain to Mats Mats Bay and 

Admiralty Inlet (Chapter 173-201A-140) as described in the EIS.  There were some 
water quality data available at the time of the Draft EIS publication, which were reported 
and evaluated in the Draft EIS.   Since that time, additional water quality samples were 
collected and the water quality analysis was updated in Appendix XIII to the Final EIS to 
include these new data.  Please see the response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), 
Comment 34 and Appendix XIII to the Final EIS for discussion of these results. 

 
18. Treatment ponds would always be provided throughout the mining operation. The 

NPDES Sand and Gravel General Permit issued for the mine (Permit WAG-50-1286) 
regulates discharge of all water.  Runoff from the quarry during mining and reclamation 
would be treated prior to discharge, as described in the Surface Water section of this 
Final EIS, and the response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Coalition – March 7), comment 31.   

 
Storm water management for mining operations is typically a dynamic process.  During 
phased mining and reclamation, replacement storm water ponds, consistent with 
NPDES conditions and standards, would be provided to control and treat storm water 
prior to mining in areas that would result in the elimination of a storm water pond.  
Please also see the Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), comment 33 regarding the 
silt fence in the Mats Mats Slip, which is not a part of the on-site treatment of discharge 
from the quarry. 

 
19. Please refer to Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), comment 37 for a discussion 

dispersal capacity of Mats Mats Bay. 
 
20. Neither the points of discharge nor the treatment of discharge varies between the 

alternatives, including the no action alternative.  All alternatives would continue to 
discharge under the existing NPDES Sand and Gravel General Permit, which is specific 
to the property, its use as a mine, and the current discharge locations.  Please see the 
response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Area Coalition – March 7), comment 51. 

 
21. Comment acknowledged.  Planning and implementation of site reclamation would be 

approved and monitored by the DNR. 
 
22. Please refer to Response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Area Coalition – March 7), comments 

85, 86 and 88 for discussion regarding reclamation. 
 
23. Please refer to Response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Area Coalition – March 7), comment 8 

for a discussion on off-site landslide areas. 
 
24. The proposed Reclamation Plan is designed to accommodate post-mining uses.  The 

existing site zoning would allow single family residential use.  Upon any future 
application for residential use on the site, a detailed analysis of drinking water well 
conditions would be required. 
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The outfall pipe noted on the reclamation plan is associated with the discharge of treated 
stormwater runoff collected from final grade elevations higher than mean sea level, and 
therefore is not a saltwater mitigation measure as alluded to by the comment author. 

 
25. Because tidal forces divide equally between incoming and outgoing tides, dust 

generated on the site can potentially settle during an incoming tide half the time.  Also, 
not all dust that settles in the entrance channel during an incoming tide would deposit in 
the bay.  Much, if not most, would likely stay in suspension and be carried out again with 
the outgoing tide.  This is due to the size of the material and energy contained in moving 
water.  Nevertheless, peak sediment deposition rates as a result of project operations 
were computed to be a maximum of 0.2 millimeters (total) over the 16 years of mine 
operation.  The expected sediment delivery rate is considered inconsequential in its 
ability to impact aquatic species, even if it were to become locally concentrated by tidal 
action.  Please see Response to Letter 2 (Department of Fish and Wildlife), comments 1 
and 2 for further detail. 

 
26. The statement regarding deposition and eelgrass beds is a general conclusion. 

Deposition is a naturally occurring event in marine environments and eelgrass is highly 
adapted to small depositional events1. 

 
27. Comment acknowledged.  The Marine Environment Report provides impacts analysis 

and mitigation recommendations.  Agencies with jurisdiction would decide whether or not 
to adopt recommendations as required mitigation.   

 
28. Tug operations would continue as they have for many years previously.  Any fine 

sediment likely to create a plume would have long since been disturbed and carried 
away by the currents.  

 
29. Comment acknowledged.  The outfall for treated storm water during mining would be to 

Mats Mats Bay.  Refer to the Surface Water section of this Final EIS for discussion on 
water quality impacts to Mats Mats Bay under the Proposed Action. 

 
30. The approach and departure procedures for barges are similar whether the barges are 

full or empty.  For example, forces are directed in roughly the same direction to both 
accelerate a full barge during departure, and decelerate a loaded barge during arrival.  
The relative impacts on existing conditions of the area affected by barge transport are 
similar.  Please refer to the Transportation section of this Final EIS for a discussion on 
the number of barge trips under the Proposed Action. 

 
31. The cited statement was intended to indicate that it is expected that water quality 

impacts from the limited mining alternative would be less than the low level of impact 
expected for the Proposed Action.  Both levels of impact are anticipated to be low with 
no significant water quality impacts identified. 

 

                                                 
1 Phillips, R.C.  1984.  The ecology of eelgrass meadows in the Pacific Northwest:  a community profile.  
(Report No. FWS/OBS-84/24).  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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32. Please refer to response to comment 27 of this letter.  Please also refer to the Plants 
and Animals section of this Final EIS for a listing of proposed measures to minimize 
barge spillage. 

 
33. Comment acknowledged.  Please refer to response to comment 1 of this letter. 
 
34. Comments acknowledged.  Please refer to Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), 

comment 75. 
 
35. The dynamics of a freshwater lens system is site-specific, and is often associated with.  

island groundwater conditions as noted in the comment.  Although the Mats Mats Quarry 
is surrounded on three sides by marine water, interpretation of the regional 
hydrogeology indicates the freshwater/saltwater interface beneath the quarry occurs as 
a coastal wedge system.  Therefore, the dynamics of a freshwater lens system is not 
directly applicable for evaluating existing groundwater conditions beneath the site.   The 
Groundwater section and Appendix I of this Final EIS includes (1) a detailed description 
of the conceptual hydrogeologic model for the site and vicinity, and (2) a discussion of 
potential changes to the freshwater/saltwater interface beneath the site. 

 
36. See response to Letter 7 (Mats Mats Are Coalition – March 7), comment 8 for 

discussions on the Washington State Department of Ecology’s Coastal Zone Atlas slope 
stability classifications and landslide observations. 

 
37. Please refer to Response to Letter 4 (Jefferson County), comment 33. 
 
38. Basalt is present throughout the Mats Mats and Port Ludlow areas.  In some locations it 

is exposed at the ground surface (Mats Mats Quarry and Olele Point).  In other areas the 
basalt is overlain by varying thicknesses of sedimentary (glacial) deposits.  Additional 
discussions of regional geology and hydrogeology are included in the Earth and 
Groundwater sections of this Final EIS. 

 
39. The comments related to vibrations are acknowledged.  On-site and off-site blast 

vibration measurements have not indicated differences in peak particle velocities 
attributable to different off-site geological conditions.  In addition, differences in geologic 
conditions are difficult to discern due to the very low amplitude of off-site vibration levels. 

 


